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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Favorable reconsideration of this application, in light of the following discussion, is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1 7-23 are pending in this case. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as anticipated by Tsukakoshi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,496,510, herein " Tsukakoshi "), 
and Claims 21-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Tsukakoshi in 
view of Schwartz, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,240,124, herein " Schwartz "). 

Applicants and Applicants' representative thank Examiner Hamza for the courtesy of 
an interview with Applicants' representative on November 6, 2008. The discussion during 
that interview is substantially repeated herein. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections of the pending claims. 

Claim 17 is directed to a routing control system and includes: 

transfer devices that perform transfer control 
processing, the transfer devices being connected to form a 
communication network; and 

a routing control device that is remotely located from 
the transfer devices, to which said transfer devices are 
connected, said routing control device does not have transfer 
control processing functionality performed by the transfer 
devices, 

wherein said routing control device has routing 
control information and transmits the routing control 
information to said transfer devices, 

said transfer devices perform said transfer control 
processing of packets and transmit the packets to respective 
transfer devices based on said routing control information 
transmitted from said routing control device, and 

in cases where said transfer devices do not have said 
routing control information, said transfer devices request 
transmission of said routing control information thereto 
from said routing control device. 
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The outstanding Office Action asserts Tsukakoshi as teaching every element of Claim 
1 . Specifically, the outstanding Office Action asserts a forwarding unit 1 5 of Tsukakoshi as 
teaching a transfer device as defined by Claim 17; forwarding units 15 of different router 
node devices 12 being connected through a node-to-node switch 13 of Tsukakoshi as 
teaching a communication network; and the routing table calculator 19 of Tsukakoshi as 
teaching a routing control device. During the interview of November 6, 2008, Examiner 
Hamza clarified that an entire router node 12 is asserted as the routing control device as 
defined by Claim 17. 

At the outset, Applicants respectfully note that, as set out in MPEP § 2131, "[a] claim 
is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either 
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros, v. Union 
Oil Co. of California , 814 F.2d 628, 631. Further, "[t]he identical invention must be shown 
in as complete detail as is contained in the. . .claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co. , 868 
F.2d 1226, 1236. 

Applicants respectfully assert that Tsukakoshi does not anticipate the features of 
Claim 17 based on MPEP § 2131. 

A router node 12 with a routing table calculator 19 of Tsukakoshi , which is asserted to 
teach the routing control device as defined by Claim 17, does not teach or suggest that it 
"transmits the routing control information to said transfer devices," as recited by Claim 17. 
As described at column 6, lines 4-22, of Tsukakoshi , each forwarding unit 15 forwards 
packets according to contents of the routing table 22 of its associated router node 12. 
However, a given router node 12 of Tsukakoshi does not provide routing information to 
forwarding units 15 associated with other router nodes 12 of Tsukakoshi , which are asserted 
as making up the communication network of transfer devices as defined by Claim 17. 
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Further, because a router node 12 does not receive requests for any information from 
forwarding units 15 associated with other router nodes 12 in Tsukakoshi , the reference also 
fails to teach or suggest "said transfer devices request transmission of said routing control 
information thereto from said routing control device." 

During the interview, Examiner Hamza referred to column 5, lines 32-39, of 
Tsukakoshi to assert that a router node 12 transmits routing information. However, 
Applicants respectfully submit and reiterate the requirements under MPEP § 2131 that every 
element of a claim must be taught, in as much detail, for an assertion of anticipation. 

Thus, even if, arguendo, router node 12 transmits routing information, it is described 
as transmitting information to routers 25. However, routers 25 are not asserted as teaching 
transfer devices as defined by Claim 17. Thus, the description is not relevant to the assertions 
comprising the rejection. 

Because Tsukakoshi does not teach or suggest every element of Claim 17 as discussed 
above, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) of Claim 
17 and Claim 18, which depends therefrom, be withdrawn. 

Claims 19 and 20, though differing in scope and statutory class from Claim 17, 
patentably define over Tsukakoshi for similar reasons as Claim 17. Thus, Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection of Claims 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 21-23 depend from Claims 17, 19, and 20, respectively, and, therefore, 
patentably define over Tsukakoshi for at least the same reasons as Claims 17, 19, and 20. 

Further, Schwartz , which is additionally asserted against Claims 21-23, cannot 
properly modify Tsukakoshi to teach a routing control device as defined by Claims 17, 19, 
and 20 and, additionally, is not asserted as teaching the features deficient in Tsukakoshi . 
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Further, Schwartz is not properly combined with Tsukakoshi . Schwartz describes a 
route optimizer 24 connected to at least one of a plurality of routers 22 through a probe node 
28. However, the route optimizer 24 of Schwartz cannot properly modify a router node 12, a 
path calculation unit 14, or a routing table calculator 19 of Tsukakoshi to teach a routing 
control device as defined by the independent claims. The routing table calculator 19 of 
Tsukakoshi updates a routing table 22 that defines a path of a packet from that router node 12 
in which that routing table calculator 19 resides. The modification of such a routing table 
calculator 19 with a single router optimizer 24 of Schwartz , which defines an optimum path 
for a packet in the network, changes the principle of operation of Tsukakoshi , in derogation 
ofMPEP §2143. 01 (VI). 

Thus, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) of 
Claims 21-23 be withdrawn. 

Consequently, in light of the above discussion, the outstanding grounds for rejection 
are believed to have been overcome. The application is believed to be in condition for formal 
allowance. Thus, an early and favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. 
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